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Spencer F. Cargle, Esq. 
Cargle & Associates 
Attorneys at Law 
67 Wall Street, 22"'' Floor 
New York, NY 10005 
Bar No.470448 



Attorney for Plaintiff 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



X 



ROBIN D. BRUTON, Individually 



-against- 



Plaintiff, 



Verified Complaint 
and Jury Demand 

Civil Action, 

File Number 



The Georgetown University, 

MedStar Health Inc. 

MedStar Georgetown Medical Center, Inc. 

The Georgetown University Hospital, 

Dr. Amy Lu, M.D., Dr. Lynt Johnson M.D, 

Does JOHN DOE "1" THROUGH JOHN DOE "20" both 

inclusive; JOHN DOE "1" through JOHN DOE "20" 

regardless of number being each a separate individual 

and being fictitious and unknown to the Plaintiff 

the persons or parties intended being the physicians, 

nurses, technicians, employees, and servants involved 

in the treatment of the Plaintiff, as alleged, and unknown 

insurance company(s) responsible for insurance coverage 

liability for collectively, and or individually each of the 

defendants for treatment of patients and the Plaintiff. 



Defendants. 



X 



ROBIN D. BRUTON, plaintiff (hereinafter "Plaintiff), complaining of the defendants. 
The Georgetown University (hereinafter "Defendant University"), The Georgetown University 
Hospital, a/k/a MedStar Georgetown Medical Center, Inc. ( hereinafter Defendant Hospital), 
MedStar Health Inc. (hereinafter Defendant Owner), Dr. Amy Lu, M.D. (hereinafter "Defendant 



Case 1 :06-cv-01 874-JDB Document 1 Filed 1 1/02/2006 Page 2 of 24 

Lu"), Dr. Lynt Johnson, M.D. (hereinafter "Defendant Johnson"), and, Does JOHN DOE "1" 
THROUGH JOHN DOE "20" both inclusive; JOHN DOE "1" through JOHN DOE "20" 
(hereinafter "Defendant Doctors") regardless of number being each a separate individual and 
being fictitious and unknown to the Plaintiff the persons or parties intended being the physicians, 
nurses, technicians, employees, and servants involved in the treatment of the Plaintiff, as alleged, 
and unknown insurance company(s) responsible for insurance coverage liability for collectively, 
and or individually each of the Defendants for treatment of patients and the Plaintiff by her 
attorney, Spencer Frederic Cargle, Esq., and Cargle & Associates, respectfully show to this Court 
and allege: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1 . This action arises from negligent and carelessly committed medical malpractice 
surgery performed by the Defendant Lu, and Defendant Doctors, under the direct 
supervision of Defendant, Johnson, Defendant Hospital, and Defendant University. 

2. The surgery performed on the Plaintiff was the insertion of a catheter into the 
Plaintiff s body to assist with Dialysis of the Plaintiff s kidney. 

3. Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors negligent and carelessly 
committed medical malpractice surgery that caused the Plaintiffs bowel, or lower 
intestine or upper intestine to be perforated, and thus causing the Plaintiff severe pain 
and suffering. 

4. In furtherance of Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors negligent 
and carelessly committed medical malpractice surgery. Defendant Lu, Defendant 
Johnson, and Defendant Doctors failed to inform the Plaintiff that her bowel, or lower 
intestine or upper intestine had been perforated. 
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5. In fact the Plaintiff was informed that the severe pains, vomiting, and loose stools that 
she experienced were due to her intestines being twisted, which would resolve in time. 

6. Upon information and belief this type of surgery is a routine surgery, and considered 
to be a 45 minute outpatient surgery with very low risk of failure or complications. 

JURISDICTION 

7. Plaintiff ROBIN D. BRUTON is a citizen and resident of Maryland, and resides at 
2600 Valley Way, Hyattsville, Maryland 

8. Defendant Georgetown University was and still is a university for higher education, is 
a corporation, or partnership or other business entity duly organized and existing 
pursuant to the laws of the District of Columbia, with its principal place of business 
located at 37th and O Streets, NW, Washington, DC 20057. 

9. Defendant MedStar Health Inc. is a non profit corporation duly organized under the 
laws of the State of Maryland, with its principal place of business located at 5565 
Sterrett Place, Columbia, MD 21044. Defendant MedStar Health Inc. was and still is 
the owner, and or partner in a partnership that owns Defendant Georgetown University 
Hospital. 

10. Defendant MedStar-Georgetown Medical Center, Inc., is a non profit corporation duly 
organized under the laws of the District of Columbia, with its principal place of 
business located at 3800 Reservoir Road, NW Washington, DC 20007. Defendant 
MedStar-Georgetown Medical Center, Inc. was and still is the owner, and or partner in 
a partnership that owns Defendant Georgetown University Hospital. 

11. Defendant Georgetown University Hospital, a non profit corporation duly organized 
under the laws of the District of Columbia, with its principal place of business located 
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at 3800 Reservoir Road, NW Washington, DC 20007. Defendant Georgetown 
University Hospital is a subsidiary of Defendant MedStar Health Inc., and or 
Defendant MedStar-Georgetown Medical Center, Inc. Defendant Georgetown 
University Hospital was and still is a hospital, operating as a hospital. 

12. Defendant Dr. Amy Lu, M.D., specializing in renal transplant, at all times hereinafter 
mentioned, was and now is a duly licensed and practicing physician, engaged in her 
profession in the District of Columbia, with medically practicing privileges given to 
her by Defendant Hospital and, with her office located Georgetown University, 3800 
Reservoir Road N.W. (4PHC) Washington DC. 

13. Defendant Dr. Lynt Johnson, M.D., at all times hereinafter mentioned, was and now is 
a duly licensed and practicing physician, engaged in his profession in the District of 
Columbia, at all times hereinafter mentioned, was and now is a duly licensed and 
practicing physician, engaged in her profession in the District of Columbia, with 
medically practicing privileges given to her by Defendant Hospital and, with her office 
located Georgetown University, 3800 Reservoir Road N.W. (4PHC) Washington DC. 

14. The names and capacities of defendants Does JOHN DOE "1" THROUGH JOHN 
DOE "20" both inclusive; JOHN DOE "1" through JOHN DOE "20" are presently 
unknown to the plaintiff. Plaintiff is informed and believe that defendants Does JOHN 
DOE "1" THROUGH JOHN DOE "20" both inclusive; JOHN DOE "1" through 
JOHN DOE "20" regardless of number being each a separate individual and being 
fictitious and unknown to the Plaintiff the persons or parties intended being the 
physicians, nurses, technicians, employees, and servants involved in the treatment of 
the Plaintiff was and now is a duly licensed and practicing physician, engaged in his 
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profession in the District of Columbia, with physician medical practicing privileges 
given to him or her by Defendant Hospital and, with his or her office located at 
Georgetown University, 3800 Reservoir Road N.W. (4PHC) Washington DC. 

15. The names and capacities of defendants Does JOHN DOE "1" THROUGH JOHN 
DOE "20" both inclusive; JOHN DOE "1" through JOHN DOE "20" are presently 
unknown to the plaintiff. Plaintiff is informed and believe that defendants Does JOHN 
DOE "1" THROUGH JOHN DOE "20" both inclusive; JOHN DOE "1" through 
JOHN DOE "20" regardless of number being each a separate individual and being 
fictitious and unknown to the Plaintiff is unknown insurance company(s) responsible 
for insurance coverage liability for collectively, and or individually each of the 
defendants for treatment of patients, with their principal place of business unknown at 
this time. 

16. The Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, Defendant Owner, Defendant Lu, 
Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors regularly conduct business and legally 
practiced medicine in the District of Columbia. 

17. The matter in controversy exceeds, exclusive of interest and costs, the sum of seventy- 
five thousand dollars. 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

18. Plaintiff was informed by her doctors. Dr. Buari Osman, M.D., Dr. Amy Lu, M.D., Dr. 
James Roberson M.D., and Dr. Sethi, M.D., that she was a great candidate for 
peritoneal dialysis (a tube placed in the pelvis so that one can perform dialysis at 
home), and that she should seriously consider the surgical procedure. 

19. Plaintiff had been on hemodialysis for approximately 6 months, which proved to be 
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hard on her body. She considered the recommendations of her doctors to try another 
type of dialysis, and weighed some of the side effects (headaches, not being able to 
remove enough fluid, and exhaustion), and benefits (less taxing on body, greater 
freedom, self efficacy, less painful) of peritoneal dialysis. 

20. Plaintiff decided to have the peritoneal catheter placement procedure. 

21. Plaintiff called Defendant Lu to schedule the catheter placement. 

22. In August 2004, Plaintiff went to Defendant Hospital for a peritoneal catheter 
placement surgical procedure. 

23. The Plaintiff was informed by Defendant Lu, Defendant Doctors, and nurses employed 
by Defendant Hospital that the peritoneal catheter placement surgical procedure was a 
45 minute, in-out surgical procedure. 

24. Upon information and belief. Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant 
Doctors performed medical surgery on the Plaintiff for an insertion of peritoneal 
catheter. A peritoneal catheter was placed into the Plaintiff's body to assist with 
dialysis of the Plaintiffs kidney. 

25. However, during the surgery performed on the Plaintiff for an insertion of peritoneal 
catheter. Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors negligent and 
carelessly committed medical malpractice surgery by causing the Plaintiff ' s bowel, or 
lower intestine or upper intestine to be perforated, and thus causing the Plaintiff severe 
pain and suffering. 

26. After the peritoneal catheter placement surgical procedure. Plaintiff was sent to 
Defendant Hospital surgical recovery room. 



Case 1 :06-cv-01 874-JDB Document 1 Filed 1 1/02/2006 Page 7 of 24 

27. While the Plaintiff was in the Defendant Hospital surgical recovery room, she started 
to experienced severe abdominal pain. 

28. After seven hours of severe pain and suffering, the Plaintiff was admitted to Defendant 
Hospital. 

29. The Plaintiff remained in the Defendant Hospital for the following three weeks. 

30. During the Plaintiff's three week hospitalization at the Defendant Hospital, she 
experienced extreme pain and suffering, had difficulty walking, was extremely weak, 
vomited vile material, received a nasal gastric tube, was not allowed food for (1 1) 
eleven days, developed pelvic abscess, received pelvic drainage tube, lost 
approximately (15) fifteen pounds, and expelled liquid waste. 

31. A pelvic drainage tube was inserted into the Plaintiff right buttock to facilitate 
drainage of her infected pelvis area. 

32. During the Plaintiff's three weeks hospitalization at the Defendant Hospital, Defendant 
Lu and Defendant Doctors continuously informed the Plaintiff that "it appeared that 
her bowels were twisted around each other and time was what was needed to allow 
them to untwist." 

33. After the peritoneal catheter placement surgical procedure was performed by 
Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors, the Plaintiff continuously 
suffered from severe pain, depression, and sever mental anguish for the entire three 
weeks she was admitted and hospitalized at Defendant Hospital. 

34. Plaintiff was prescribed and intravenously administered large doses of antibiotics. 

35. As a result of the Plaintiff's prolonged three week hospitalization at said Defendant 
Hospital, and due to Defendant Owner, Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, 
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Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors negligent and carelessly 
committed medical malpractice surgery Plaintiff suffered sever depression and mental 
anguish because: 

• Plaintiff missed spending time with her daughter, Autumn, who was scheduled 
to spend her junior year of high school in Zaragoza, Spain; 

• Plaintiff was unable to participate in setting up or attending her daughter' s 
sweet- sixteen / bon voyage party that was planned for two weeks before her 
daughter would leave for Spain; 

• Furthermore, plaintiff was also unable to travel with her daughter to New York 
City, where her daughter boarded the plane that would take her away from the 
plaintiff for nine (9) months; and 

• Moreover, plaintiff was unable to complete her scheduled comprehensive 
exams, needed to complete her Doctor of Philosophy degree, which delayed 
completion of her degree by approximately six (6) months. 

36. Plaintiff was discharged from Defendant Hospital weighing approximately (1 101b) 
One Hundred Ten pounds, and had to have a pic line inserted into her body in order to 
have antibiotics administered intravenously. 

37. After training with a home healthcare nurse. Plaintiff, with the assistance of her 
mother, was able to administer the 2 bags of antibiotics that were required daily for the 
next three weeks. 

38. During the Plaintiff's scheduled dialysis day in September, 2004, the Plaintiff was told 
by the tech, that her graph was not working, and it was clotted. 
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39. Due to the inability to receive dialysis by way of her graft, the peritoneal dialysis nurse 
Savetri thought that it was best to give the Plaintiff a little peritoneal dialysis solution 
through the Plaintiffs peritoneal catheter. Nurse Savetri administered about 400ml of 
solution, and discovered that it entered well, but the 400ml of solution failed to drain. 

40. After 5 minutes, plaintiff had an urgent need use the bathroom, and Plaintiff rushed to 
the bathroom, and was startled and scared when a large amount of liquid gushed from 
her rectum. 

41. Plaintiff informed the nurse Savetri, who then administered more solution to be certain 
that it was in fact peritoneal dialysis solution being expelled. Once again, the Plaintiff 
rushed to the bathroom and expelled the fluid from her rectum. 

42. Plaintiff stated "that the nurses whom were assigned to care at Defendant Hospital did 
same thing and flushed the catheter with a saline solution, but the saline solution 
would not drain." 

43. Thereafter nurse Savetri immediately called Defendant Lu and informed Defendant Lu 
of what had just occurred to the Plaintiff after nurse Savetri had administered the PD 
solution to the Plaintiff. 

44. Plaintiff spoke to Defendant Lu, and relayed to Defendant Lu her astonishment. 

45. Defendant Lu informed the Plaintiff that "for some reason it sounds like your 
peritoneal catheter is "communicating" with your large bowel." 

46. Plaintiff was shocked by Defendant Lu's statement. Plaintiff then asked Defendant Lu 
"if that meant that there is a hole in my colon?" 

47. Defendant Lu said "that it sounded like it, and that she would set up an appointment 
for the Plaintiff to get a barium enema x-ray of her intestines." 
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48. Two days later, Defendant Lu called the Plaintiff to inform her that there was a 
"communication" between the catheter and Plaintiff's bowel, and that plaintiff "would 
need to have surgery as soon as possible." 

49. Defendant Lu set up surgery for the following Monday, and informed the Plaintiff that 
"not only would she have to get the peritoneal catheter removed, but she would 
probably have to remove some of plaintiff ' s large intestine, and try to repair the hole." 

50. In addition. Defendant Lu informed the Plaintiff that "she might need a temporary 
colostomy for about six weeks." 

51. Plaintiff was mortified, angry, and confused by Defendant Lu's informed diagnosis 
and statement. 

52. Plaintiff asked Defendant Lu "How did it happen? It was supposed to be a simple, 
routine, in and out 45-minute procedure. I was supposed to be home before rush hour, 
and able to use my catheter in two weeks." 

53. Defendant Lu replied "she did not know." 

54. Plaintiff was leery about going back to Defendant Hospital to let them perform another 
operation. 

55. Plaintiff decided to consult with her other doctors. Dr. Buari Osman, M.D., and Dr 
James Roberson M.D to get their opinion on the new surgical procedure Defendant Lu 
had recommended. 

56. Plaintiff was under the mental impression that she had no other choice but to let 
Defendant Lu, Defendant Doctors, and Defendant Hospital correct their negligent and 
carelessly committed medical malpractice surgery. 
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57. After the corrective surgery, Plaintiff was admitted and hospitalized in Defendant 
Hospital for approximately another week to 10 days. 

58. After the corrective surgery, Plaintiff was left with a four-inch scar from navel to her 
pelvis, and a raw two-inch gaping hole to the left of her navel. 

59. The raw two-inch gaping hole had to be cleaned with saline, and packed with sterile 
gauze twice a day until it closed on its own, which took over (3) three weeks. 

60. The Plaintiff continues to suffer pain from the area where raw two-inch gaping hole 
was located. 

61. Plaintiff had an appointment with Defendant Lu to have her staples removed 
approximately (10) ten days after being discharged from Defendant Hospital for the 
corrective surgery. 

62. During the Plaintiffs appointment with Defendant Lu, Plaintiff informed Defendant 
Lu that she was still suffering from sever pain, abdominal swelling, loose stools, and 
an urgency to use the bathroom approximately every half hour to 45 minutes. 

63. Defendant Lu's indicated she did not know when sever pain, abdominal swelling, 
loose stools, and an urgency to use the bathroom approximately every half hour to 45 
minutes would stop. 

64. In fact for the next month, the Plaintiff continued to suffer from sever pain, abdominal 
swelling, loose stools, and an urgency to use the bathroom approximately every half 
hour to 45 minutes. 

65. On or about November 15, 2004, Plaintiff called Defendant Lu's office to schedule an 
appointment, because she had not received a call from Defendant Lu regarding a 
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follow-up appointment to check on the status of the Plaintiffs wound, and her 
recovery. 

66. Plaintiff inquired with the nurse regarding why she had not heard from the Defendant 
Lu for a follow-up appointment. 

67. In furtherance, the Plaintiff asked the nurse "why she had not received a request from 
Dr. Lu for the barium enema x-ray of her intestines or some other diagnostic tool to 
check her abdomen." 

68. Plaintiff informed the nurse that "she had only gained 3 pounds since she left the 
Defendant Hospital in September." 

69. Plaintiff was given an appointment for the following Monday, but had to reschedule 
because her only access (graft) for dialysis was clotted. 

70. Plaintiff went to Defendant Lu a week later, and a few weeks thereafter so Dr. Lu 
could lance an abscess that developed approximately 1 inch below her navel. 

71. Defendant Lu informed Plaintiff "that one of the self-dissolving stitches had forced its 
way out". Plaintiff was seen by Defendant Lu a few times in the beginning months of 
2005. 

72. Furthermore, Plaintiff telephoned Defendant Lu several times about the terrible gastric 
problems she was experiencing, including severe bloating, pain, loose stools, and 
inability to eat certain foods. 

73. Defendant Lu prescribed Plaintiff medication to help reduce the loose stools, but the 
medication did not work. 

74. Plaintiff asked Defendant Lu "when the problems would cease?" Defendant Lu 
replied, "I don't know." 
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75. Plaintiff sought help from Dr. Kenneth Brown, Gastroenterologist, who had the 
Plaintiff go thru several tests, and then prescribed several medications, that the 
Plaintiff must take several times a week to help decrease the pain and bloating in her 
abdomen. 

FOR A FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION IN FAVOR OF THE PLAINTIFF: 

76. That at all times hereinafter mentioned Defendant Owner was and still is a non profit 
corporation duly organized under the laws of the State of Maryland, with its principal 
place of business located at 5565 Sterrett Place, Columbia, MD 21044, and Defendant 
Owner was and still is the owner, and or partner in a partnership that owns Defendant 
Georgetown University Hospital a/k/a MedStar Georgetown Medical Center, Inc. 

77. That at all time hereinafter mentioned, the Defendant University was and still is a 
corporation, or partnership or other business entity duly organized and existing 
pursuant to the laws of the District of Columbia. 

78. That at all time hereinafter mentioned, the Defendant Hospital was and still is a 
hospital duly organized, existing, and licensed by the District of Columbia. 

79. That at all times hereinafter mentioned, the Defendant University, and Defendant 
Owner was the owner, operator, and manager of that certain Defendant Hospital 
designated by it as the Georgetown University Hospital a/k/a MedStar Georgetown 
Medical Center, Inc. located at 3800 Reservoir Road, NW Washington, DC 20007 

80. Upon information and belief, that at all times hereinafter mentioned, in connection 
with the said operation and maintenance of said Defendant Hospital, the Defendant 
Owner, and the Defendant University did employ various personnel for the conduct of 
said hospital for the purpose of rendering care, professional medical care, and 
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treatment to various persons who had been admitted to said Defendant Hospital 
suffering from various types of diseases and ailments of injuries. 

8 1 . That in connection with the conduct and management and control of said Defendant 
Hospital, the said Defendant Owner, Defendant University, and Defendant Hospital, 
employed various other doctors, nurses and personnel for the purpose of rendering and 
assisting in rendering various forms of medical aid, care and treatment to those 
admitted to the hospital suffering from various ailments, diseases and injuries. 

82. That on or about the 19th day of August, 2004, said Defendant Owner, Defendant 
University, and Defendant Hospital, had duly in its employ, one Defendant Lu, a 
licensed physician assigned and attached to said Defendant Hospital, one Defendant 
Johnson, a licensed physician assigned and attached to said Defendant Hospital, one 
Defendant Doctors, licensed physician(s) assigned and attached to said Defendant 
Hospital. 

83. That at all times and hereinafter mentioned. Defendant Owner, Defendant University, 
and Defendant Hospital gave 100% full authorization, granted, and conferred 
physician practicing privileges to Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant 
Doctors, whereas at all times and hereinafter mentioned Defendant Lu, Defendant 
Johnson, and Defendant Doctors were acting in connection with the discharge and 
furtherance of their duties for and on behalf of said Defendant University, and 
Defendant Hospital. 

84. Upon information and belief from August 19, 2004 to on or about September 15, 2004, 
the Plaintiff, was admitted, hospitalized and confined to Defendant Hospital for care 
and treatment. 
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85. Upon information and belief, during the aforesaid admission of Plaintiff to Defendant 
Hospital, Defendant Owner, Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, their agents, 
servants, and employees, undertook to and did render certain medical care, treatment 
and diagnosis to the Plaintiff. 

86. The aforesaid care, treatment, and diagnosis of the Plaintiff during the aforesaid 
hospitalization at Defendant Hospital concerned a surgical procedure performed on the 
Plaintiff to insert a peritoneal catheter into the Plaintiffs body to assist with dialysis of 
the Plaintiffs kidney. 

87. Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors negligent and carelessly 
committed medical malpractice surgery, caused the Plaintiffs bowel, or lower 
intestine or upper intestine to be perforated, resulting in a huge hole, and thus causing 
the Plaintiff severe pain and suffering. 

88. In furtherance of Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors negligent 
and careless medical malpractice surgery. Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and 
Defendant Doctors failed to inform the Plaintiff that her bowel, or lower intestine or 
upper intestine had been perforated, resulting in a huge hole. 

89. Instead Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors informed the 
Plaintiff that the extreme discomfort she experienced after the surgery was due to her 
lower intestine or upper intestine being twisted and they would untwist in time. 

90. Upon information and belief this type of surgery is a routine surgery, and considered 
an in out outpatient surgery with very low risk of failure or complications. 

91. Commencing on or about August 19, 2004, during the aforesaid admission of the 
Plaintiff to Defendant Hospital, the Plaintiff was a patient of the Defendant Hospital, 
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their agents, servants and/or employees for a surgical procedure performed on the 
Plaintiff to insert a peritoneal catheter into the Plaintiff s body to assist with Dialysis 
of the Plaintiff's kidney, and she was admitted to Defendant Hospital on or about 
August 19, 2004, under the medical diagnosis, care and treatment of the Defendant 
University, and Defendant Hospital, their agents, servants and/or employees; and 
thereafter the Plaintiff remains under the continuing diagnosis, care and treatment of 
the Defendant Owner, Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, Defendant Lu, and 
Defendant Doctors their agents, servants and/or employees. 
92. As a result of the foregoing, including the medical diagnosis, care and treatment the 
Defendant Owner, Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, Defendant Lu, 
Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors, their agents, servants and employees, 
departed from approved medical and surgical methods in general use and deviated 
from standard and accepted medical and surgical practices and procedures in they, 
among other things, failed to use ordinary and reasonable medical care, diligence and 
skill and failed to possess the requisite degree of learning, knowledge and skill in the 
performance of surgically inserting a peritoneal catheter into the Plaintiff s body to 
assist with dialysis of the Plaintiffs kidney, and further that the Defendant Owner, 
Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and 
Defendant Doctors their agents, servants and employees, failed to practice those 
procedures generally recognized by persons specializing in surgical procedures to 
insert a peritoneal catheter into the Plaintiffs body to assist with dialysis of the 
Plaintiff s kidney and preparation for inserting a peritoneal catheter into the Plaintiff s 
body to assist with dialysis of the Plaintiffs kidney. 
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93. That as a result of the aforesaid, Plaintiff was caused to suffer and still suffers severe, 
disabling, serious permanent personal injuries and upon information and belief, certain 
internal injuries, complications, and was caused to suffer severe physical pain and 
mental anguish as a result thereof, and upon information and belief some of these 
injuries are of a permanent severe and lasting nature. 

94. That the said Defendant Owner, Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, Defendant 
Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors their agents, servants and employees, 
at all times hereinafter mentioned, at the time of the admission of said Plaintiff, had in 
its employ various interns in said Defendant Hospital who were in the general charge 
of the ward in which the Plaintiff was admitted immediately following her admission 
into the Defendant Hospital; amongst said interns and under whose care and treatment 
the Plaintiff came, was Defendant Doctors. 

95. That at all times hereinafter mentioned, the said intem(s) was charged with the duty 
and responsibility to render care, treatment, medication and give and direct various 
orders to various personnel, including nurses and others in the employ of the 
Defendant Owner, Defendant University, and Defendant Hospital for the care and 
treatment of the said Plaintiff who was so admitted. 

96. Defendant Owner, Defendant University, and Defendant Hospital, at all times 
hereinafter mentioned, at the time of the admission of the Plaintiff in the Defendant 
Hospital on the 19th day of August, 2004 had then in its employ various doctors. 
Defendant Doctors, nurses and attendants who were charged with the responsibilities 
to attend to said ward wherein the said Plaintiff was admitted and stationed at and 
were charged with the responsibility to respond to the various calls of patients therein 
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and to generally administer care and treatment to and for the various patients under 
their care, keep and guidance, one of which included the Plaintiff. 

97. That at all times hereinafter mentioned. Defendant University, and Defendant Hospital 
in question had various attendants whose duty, amongst other things, it was to assist 
the various nurses and/or doctors, the Defendant Doctors, and/or interns or other 
medical personnel in connection with the attendance of various patients in the 
aforesaid ward at which the Plaintiff was stationed, including rendering care and 
treatment to the Plaintiff herein. 

98. That the Plaintiff was injured, as aforesaid, by reason of the carelessness and 
negligence of the Defendant Owner, Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, 
Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors, and their agents, servants 
and/or employees in failing to perform medical surgery on the Plaintiff for an insertion 
of peritoneal catheter into the Plaintiff s body to assist with dialysis of the Plaintiff s 
kidney in the accepted and proper medical manner to the extent of causing extensive 
and permanent severe injury as a result thereof; in carelessly and negligently failing 
and omitting to conduct themselves in the care and treatment of the plaintiff in the 
usual customary recognized and accepted and standardized manner for those in the 
position, as hospital and recipient of injured patients, as the Plaintiff was similarly 
situated; in carelessly and negligently failing and omitting to afford to the Plaintiff the 
usual accepted standardized, recognized and customary care and diligence and skill in 
the observation, care and treatment that such case so required; in carelessly and 
negligently failing and omitting to promulgate and enforce adequate and proper and 
appropriate Rules and Regulations for the sake of proper care and treatment of patients 
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in said Defendant Hospital as was Plaintiff at the time in question, in accordance with 
recognized and customary approved, accepted and standardized methods then in effect 
in hospitals in the District of Columbia and/or nearby adjacent area; in failing and 
omitting to institute proper and adequate supervision and attendance over and about 
the said Plaintiff and in otherwise failing to maintain a norm or reasonable standard of 
care in connection with the supervision, attendance and care of treatment of the 
Plaintiff while under its care and control; in so carelessly and negligently failing and 
omitting to properly treat and care for the injuries so suffered by the Plaintiff in the 
usual, accepted, standardized, reasonable, customary and recognized manner; in 
carelessly and negligently failing and omitting to provide the Plaintiff with the 
requisite care and treatment, medical attention and appropriate supervision which, 
under the circumstances, was reasonable, recognized, customary and standardized in 
hospitals in and about the District of Columbia and in and about said adjacent area 
thereof; in carelessly and negligently failing and omitting to institute and to control 
due, adequate and proper supervision over and about the aforesaid ward that the said 
Plaintiff was therein stationed at the time she was admitted to the hospital and 
thereafter in that it failed to have attendants, nurses and other medical aids and 
assistants on constant or regular attendance or supervision for the care and treatment of 
the Plaintiff who, under the circumstances, had been admitted, suffering from external 
internal injuries, severe pain, admitted internal injuries about various parts of the 
Plaintiff s body and in a state of grave emergency and requisite need for diligent, 
constant care and supervision; in carelessly and negligently failing and omitting to 
maintain a reasonable standard of care in the maintenance, supervision and care of the 
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ward in which the Plaintiff was a patient at said Defendant Hospital; in carelessly and 
negligently failing and omitting to reasonably foresee that the consequences of the 
method of care and treatment and supervision at the Defendant Hospital by its 
personnel, under the circumstances already outlined, would likely result in damage or 
injury to patients or individuals admitted to the Defendant Hospital requiring care and 
the need of care at said institution, including the Plaintiff herein; in carelessly and 
negligently failing and omitting to maintain a reasonable standard of care in the 
maintenance, supervision and care of the ward in which the Plaintiff was a patient, as 
well as to hire and maintain in the employ of said Defendant University, Defendant 
Hospital, Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors and/or interns, 
nurses, attendants, medical aid in attendance at said Defendant Hospital having the due 
responsibility for the care and treatment of the Plaintiff under the circumstances, and 
otherwise failing and omitting to maintain that degree of care and treatment for sick or 
injured patients at its institution that a due and prudent hospital institution would have 
maintained under like circumstances and like condition. 

99. Said occurrence was due to the carelessness and negligence of the Defendant Owner, 
Defendant University, Defendant Hospital, Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and 
Defendant Doctors and/or interns, nurses, attendants, medical aid in attendance their 
agents, servants and/or employees in failing to insert a peritoneal catheter into the 
Plaintiffs body to assist with dialysis of the Plaintiff ' s kidney in the accepted and 
proper medical manner and all without any fault or lack of care on the part of the 
plaintiff herein. 

100. By reason of the foregoing, and solely by reason of the carelessness, negligence 



Case 1:06-cv-01874-JDB Document 1 Filed 11/02/2006 Page 21 of 24 

and medical malpractice of the Defendant Owner, Defendant University, Defendant 
Hospital, Defendant Lu, Defendant Johnson, and Defendant Doctors and/or interns, 
nurses, attendants, medical aid in attendance their agents, servants and/or employees 
the Plaintiff was caused to suffer and still suffers severe, disabling, and serious internal 
injuries, and was caused to suffer severe physical pain and mental anguish as a result 
thereof, and upon information and belief some of these injuries are of a permanent and 
lasting nature; that Plaintiff was confined to her bed and home as a result thereof, and 
was incapacitated from attending to what otherwise would have been her regular 
activities; and there was caused to be expended sums of money for medical and 
hospital care on her behalf. 

101. Plaintiff still suffers from sever pain, abdominal swelling, loose stools, and 
periodic urgency to use the bathroom approximately every half hour to 45 minutes 

102. The amount of damages sought exceeds the jurisdiction of all lower courts which 

would otherwise have jurisdiction. 

FOR A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION IN FAVOR OF THE PLAINTIFF AS TO 
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY, AND GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY HOSPITAL 

103. Plaintiff repeats, reiterates and realleges each and every allegation contained in 
those paragraphs of the complaint marked and designated 1 through 76 inclusive, with 
the same force and effect as if hereinafter set forth at length. 

104. Defendant Owner, Defendant University, and Defendant Hospital, prior to the 
granting or renewing of privileges or employment of Defendant Lu, Defendant 
Johnson, and Defendant Doctors and/or interns, residents, nurses, attendants, medical 
aid in attendance, and others involved in Plaintiffs care, failed to investigate the 
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qualifications, competence, capacity, abilities and capabilities of said defendants, 
residents, nurses and other employees, including but not limited to obtaining the 
following information: patient grievances, negative health care outcomes, incidents 
injurious to patients, medical malpractice actions commenced against said persons, 
including the outcome thereof, any history of association, privilege and/or practice at 
other institutions, any discontinuation of said association, employment, privilege 
and/or practice at said institution, and any pending professional misconduct 
proceedings in this State or another State, the substance of the allegations in such 
proceedings and any additional information concerning such proceedings and the 
findings of the proceedings; and the Defendant Owner, Defendant University, and 
Defendant Hospital failed to make sufficient inquiry of the physicians, nurses and/or 
employees and institutions which should and did have information relevant to the 
capacity, capability, ability and competence of said persons rendering treatment. 

105. Had the Defendant Owner, Defendant University, and Defendant Hospital made 
the above stated inquiry or in the alternative had it reviewed and analyzed the 
information obtained in a proper manner, privileges and/or employment would not 
have been granted and/or renewed. 

106. By reason of the Defendant Owner, Defendant University, and Defendant 
Hospital, failure to meet the aforementioned obligation. Plaintiff was treated by 
physicians, nurses and/or other employees at Defendant Hospital who were lacking the 
requisite skills, abilities, competence and capacity, as a result of which Plaintiff 
sustained injuries and complications. 

107. The amount of damages sought exceeds the jurisdiction of all lower courts which 
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would otherwise have jurisdiction. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands judgment against Defendant Owner, Defendant 
University, and Defendant Hospital, Defendant Lu, and Defendant Johnson in such sum as a 
jury would find fair, adequate and just, and Attorney fees. 
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Dated: 



) New York. New York 
) October ^ , 2006 



Attorneys for Pl/ainti 




FREDERte-CARGLE, ESQ. 

Car#,e & Associates 
67 Wall Street. 22^" Floor 
New York, New York 1 0005 
Telephone: (212) 709-8045 
Bar No. 



STA TE OF NEW YORK 
COUNTY OF NEW YORK ss. 



I, ROBIN D, BRUTON, am the Plaintiff in the above entitled action. I have read the foregoing 
complaint and know the contents thereof. The conte nts ar e tryeJcuiiy own knmvledge except as 
to matters therein stated to be alleged upon inftMfnation^d belief ^^d .^rto thosgMnatters 1 
believe them to be true. 
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